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ABSTRACT 

This paper is concerned with the clarification and 
resolution of two basic defects of curricular and instructional 
research: vagueness as to what is being undertaken, and inattention 
to the logical aspects of evaluation. It introduces the concepts of 
curricular claim and instructional claim, clarifies the function and 
import of curricular claims, and sets forth the principles of 
curricular claim validation. The implications of these concepts and 
principles for both curricular and instructional research and 
educational program construction and evaluation are examined. 
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INTfWiniCTION . 

M.^'JL.I^^^.fG(itD in Cuv Hciulav and Ino tvuaHon ql HeB cavah 

Two fundamental, and confounded, defects character.tsoe 
currlcular and instructional resoa.rch. Thewo def Icioncii es 
prevail in tho formation and evaluation of educational pro- 
grams as well. 

One defect is vagueness as to the object to be construct- 
ed or evaluated. The other defect is a general blindness to 
the logical aspects of evaluation. 

Vagueness as to the object to be built or evaluated leads 
to such practices as (a) formulation of vague hypotheses that 
are not capable of meaningful empirical test, and (b) failure 
to distinguish statements from the actions taken in realiza- 
tion of the conditions articulated by statements. Blindness to 
the logical aspects of evaluation results in such practices as 
(a) failure to take into account significant auxiliary hypothe- 
ses that are implicitly assumed to be valid, and (b) judging 
the validity of hypotheses on the basis of non-relevant obser- 
vations.. 

Clarification and resolution of these two basic defects 
of curricular and instructional research are the concern of 
this paper. It should be noted that other crucial conditions 
of fruitful research are not taken into account here. These 
are examined in a more comprehensive document, A Reconstr uction 
£LLJL!l51^l'Mf-iii^^ V u c t i on : C u r r :i. c 1 1 1 a r a n d 
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Inatriu.tt:l.ona'i. C lalmt^ and How 'l'lK)y Aro Vnlldaj^H^^ [11] , upon 
which Lho present paper Is based. 

A im a n d S o o pe of Th i a Pa p qv 

The purposjGs of this paper are to (a) introduco the con- 
cej of 'curricuTar claim,' (b) clarify the function and 
import of curricular clfitiKs, and (c) set forth tho principles 
of curricular claim validation. 

First, the dtructure and function of a curricular claim 
will be identified, and its extra-logical components described 
and illustrated. It will be necessary to introduce the related 
concept of 'instructional claim' also, and to clarify the rela- 
tion between instructional claims and curricular claims. 

Second, the concept of validation will be introduced. 
Both logical validity and factual validity will be construed 
as judgments about sentences based on relations between sen- 
tences. Principles and pragmatics of curricular claim valida- 
tion will be sot fprth. 

Third, implications of the concepts and principles intro- 
duced will bo examined in reference to both (a) curricular and 
instructional research, and (b) educational program construction 
and evaluation. 



'A 



CURUICIJLAR CLAIMS AtW XNSTmWTXOhJAL CLAIMS 

A currioular claim will bo viowod as an hypothottlK .to 
which both tGacher(s) and pupils subacribo, and under which 
both act. Moreovor, the valuo orientations undorglrding the 
statements of this paper entail subscription by teacher and 
pupil oX their own volition.* 

A curricular claim specifies a relation between rome 
course of action, defined by a set of rules, and attainment 
of an intended goal-state by an individual (pupil); it also 
includes specification of the set of individuals for which the 
relation is believed to be valid. 

The opportunity of independent judgment by both teacher 
and pupil, as to whether subscription to a proposed curricular 
enl-rprise is warranted, is rooted in the premise that educa- 
tion Is (or ought to be) governed by the values of rationality, 
objectivity, and independent judgment. This premise is sup- 
ported by such documents as the NEA Code of Ethics [13] and 
Israel Scheffler's Conditions of j<no^j^_d/j;e ([17], p. 11), 
in which Professor Scheffler uses the ideal of rationality as 
the demarcation criterion for distinguishing teaching from 
such influence activities as "deception, insinuation, adver- 
tising, propaganda, indoctrination, suggestion, bribery, and 
force . " 



Xt ahouM ho noLarJ l:hat tln^rn is no way to civoJcl valued judgments 
of the t.ori: madv haio, cvon .in intixxhicing the concopt of cur- 
Q vj.ou.lat: oJuim, 



ERIC 



The condition that a curricular claim musL bo mado in 
rororonco to an individual pupil la grounded in the Ql.hical 
pTomj^G that, in the educational pi^ofossion, thex-'e is an obli- 
gation to provide a servicto of benefit to each client (pupil) 
tor whom professional responsibility is accepted. It would 
not seem reasonable to accept responsibility for a pupil, for 
example, where the professional (educator) has no reason to 
believe that his professional action has reasonable chance of 

being effective. 

Under the preceding notions, a generalized curricular 
claim might be represented in this way: 

Generatin ed Curricular' Claim 

For each pupil X, where X satis fies conditions C; 
X£ both the teacher (q) and a set of pupils, 
of which X is a m&mheri act und&r rules 
than X will (probably) attain goal-state S, 

A curricular claim** contains both logical terms, e.g. 
•if,' 'then,' and extra-logical components which are linked 
by the logical connectors. The extra-logical components all 
have empirical import, and will be labeled: curricular goat- 
state, curricular rules, and curricular qualifying conditions 
Simple examples of these extra-logical components are display 
ed within the context of the illustrative curricular claim in 
Figure 1. 

£t should ba hol:(?d thai: the cxprcSBtion 'curricular claiuh' a« liBOd 
he. 1, demoted a propofjitioti; iuu n istntement which can ho judged 
true or faiae, Tha ' (jenoralizad curricular claitn,' however, is a 
propoaiticn gom^rntor, i.e. a curricular claim gonarator, but itselJ: 
Cciiuiob ha judged true or r.alfnu 



AN ii.M)siu\nvi-: niKiuiUM.Ai; t:iMM 



K|l): "IT. Mums of soci.ii funflicr" viU conuUUiti'. thu »msU' curricular imU« (i.e. oU-nontu): 

R|2|! Tlu* sot of probJ.cn.'! uiU ho jMrtttioueil Jiuo Huce disjoint RuhPi'Uj 

Suj._st;t A - a ^ot of prol.loms, oarh ol vhiel, cutuiln resolution of a conflict bolwocu 
ivo In.livlihMlfj, 

Su^otji - i\ i»ot of r.ro»^KMu.», iMch of which onlalls nvjohuion of n tonfUrt hotwoon 
an imlivJdn.il fuH ijn or^anii-.cd f;ioup of in.livldunlH (i.e. an orf,onij;nt Un,) . 

?}}^i\^.Ss " » i^^^t or prohJcits, o.ich of vhicU vntails icj;olution of ,t conflict hL-twui.n 
two f.roups of imUvldj.'ilH (i.e. hutuven tuo orfinni/aciona); 



(fnitinl ion 



(Activit^v 
""RuTos") 



KO)} Any pnrticipnnt (i.e. tc-acb»r or i-upil) mny pro;-':© a pioblrm for aflcmouce 
hy Hny pupil or proup of pupibi; * 

Ailefinnto rP5:ol ition of ^•oDlc problem bulonrJnr. to Subnet A by a pnpil in « con- 
dition of ncoeptimco of n problnn of Kub«ca » by that pupil? antl,- arloqnnte ros* 
ohition of soma prnblvci of Subsirt W is a conditions of actopi incc of a problem 
of Subrot C, 

U|5]! If a pupil and tcacbc-r both nceept a prohlun proposed foi aoceptanfe by 
that pupil, th«n tliat pupil, jnust atteiPpt its roHoltition, 

Problem resolution im a collcLtlvv (toam) euLorpriso is porwiiisibles vh«rG, 
each MiT^bor of a tuam indcpcndpntly acicoutitablo for both proco5»a and product, 

R(7): Tho teaclier must provide criticcil analysis on request of any pupil; HubBtaii- 
lIvu i'uidancc! cm the part uf tlio tPai'.hcr iu pprKiisaiblo undor tlio condition 
that tlio pupil Una ncfopLcd u propofjal of subsiantivo guidanrt^. 



^.t'Xl'l ^OfM I « ) * Kf f o V I s t r»va r d r « iio J u t i on o t* a p r ob 1 om b y a p up 1 1 will t c rml n bu when » 

ii^LiV.) M ft pupil ulaims that llu- problem in rosolvi'd, or it is iiiiponBlble 

to rojiolvp tlic problem, or It in not frnitfnl to attempt problom rcHolutlon 
undor tin.' existing C'lrru:u»iaut.efi j and (b) the teachp.r acr.optfi thrt clrtifn. 

(yAU/i'LU;»!l ^(91 { Any participant vho tnaV.o.ij, or accoptH, a propoKal or claim i.«s oMinatc-d to 
.f'OilA.^^^ (jlariiy or valldato t\\c proposal or claim on dcj^and of any otlici participant, 

k|10)j All p.irticipapl.'i nro olillpatcd to validatfj HtalnontM and attionw tmdor the 
condiiloiis of (a) ratloj.nl art ion, (b) a'loqttate lanj»iianc wu.iyy in roftrenco 
to it II f.c-j.intic, yyMt.irifi:, and prafciuatlc ar.pttt.t, and (c) tb" prlaoipJuh of 
iniJuiLtvo and dt-ductivo lop.lt,; 



tji '^^i . X L' - U. r/ . -th hj) a'.l a i n th i r a urn - ?i< ? v r ^/ / f*j i. »? ; 



• Tbf ahiUty to apply 'VPdlbli' prob^-rr sol vinr. pf inniplea 
in nlni.oUj»r>«j involvinj! hotlal mnfllcti 

and 

• JnJrntion of apply inp \\m.v prlurlpli f. uhd'.r ( inufn.'tlatici-fi 
wlii'n- Mil* indlvi.hi.'l ni.il-o<. ib<. Jh*)j*.J!h hi thai fa) a Mf;Mi I fl- 
eam ppiblrtu .»i ru»r,h,| ctnliici o/!f'il4 (^*) bi h.pj Ii'>fb Mr* tf.pon- 
fUblll'v ,'ir)»l oiport «ni ii y of roiii r ll'i»t (nr. Jn ii«>oluilon t»i th<* i**»n- 
I Um 4 and Cc) htn a- l (f»n V/tnild b.iv< a rt .r.htiab 1 f i b ii.fi* ttl U.id 
inp. to piohl.'-.. tv oAt\\ iun, 

and 

• t hi- i{ti\t.u p.if(«ui ol ♦ MHJ.tM? i*nl .ippl It'ji lo'i i.r tht> prol»lii«-».iil'.')np, 
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Explication of tho concepts of curr.rcu:) ar g'oal -.state, 
cuiricular rulo«, and ourricu'J ar qualify ins conditions follows 
Tho roador may find that each concopt will bo clarified by a- 
galn roforring to Fii;;uro 1. 

The curviculcv goat- state i« rcprosontod in the form of a 
set of conccptB or vsentoncos (inclusive senHo of 'or') which 
ropresont some desired pupil-state. This representation must 
have empirical import: the state of affairs denoted by the 
'curricular g'oal-state' must, in principle, bo capable of real 
issation and of meaningful test to determine whether it has 
been reali?,ed. 

CumHaulav putea are rules which govern the actions [ 2 ] 
of both teacher and pupil. They 'rule in' some acts and 'rule 
out* other acts. Still other acts (such as chewing gum) may 
be value-free in reference to the rules. Ordinarily, curricu- 
lar rules (ought to) include a suhotantive aspect and also a 
vegutative aspect. 

We will construe the substantive aspect of a set of cur- 
ricular rules in such a way as to include: 

(a) Identification of the hanic elemcntQj units^ 
OP parts with whioh the partioipanta (i,e, 
t&aohcr and pupil) wilt deal. Those basic 
units may be concepts or principles, problems, 
activities, aesthetic objects, etc.; and 

(b) Identification of the interpelationships among 
the basic etementSi unitv-^ op paPt^ with which 
the paptioipants wilt deal. 

The regulative aspect of a sot of curricular rules spec- 
ifies the ways in which the teacher and pupil, or pupils, 



should act in rolat.lon l-o each other, and in relation to tho 
basic units of the enterprise. We will conKtruo the rognilM- 
tive aspect of curricular rules in a way which includes: 

(a) Idoni-ification of the wayc-s in which aotioncij 
ill relation to the haaio auPriaular uniti^^ 
will he initiated^ oonduntedj, terminated:, 
and v a I i da t e d; and 

(b) Ideniifioation of that idhiah to obligatory j 
permissible, or not perwiasiblft on the part 
of both toaoher and pupil. 

The Qurrioular qualifying conditions consist of a set of 
propositions. These propositions describe the pupil-state 
assumed to be necessary to effective functioning under the 
curricular rules, and in reference to the curricular goal- 
state. Of course, the pupil must have • ..d prior opportunity 
of achieving the state of affairs denoted by the qualifying- 
conditions since judg-ment as to the factual validity of the 
propositions, in reference to each potential pupil, must be 
made before the curricular rules are invoked. 

The extra-logical components of a curricular claim govern 
instructional and learning activities in much the same way 
that the rules of a game govern the activitie^s of all players 
through the course of the game, 

The rules of any game make some actions mandatory for 
each player, some actions permissible, some actions forbidden, 
and other actions value-free; on the other hand, each player 
is allowed some degree of freedom to determine the way in 
which even most mandatory acts will bo performed. Consequently, 
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each playor dovolopa an indiv.i.dual strategy that guides the 
way he performs individual acta during' the course of the game. 
Moreover, eacli playor characteristically changes his strategies 
in response to the acts of opposing players. The.se strategics 
luf'^t conform to the rulc.^^ of the game and, of course, have the 
purpose of achieving the goal of the game. 

In an analogous way, currlcular rules make some actions 
obligatory on the part of the pupil or teacher, while making 
some actions permissible, some actions not permissible, and 
other actions value-free in reference to the rules. The cur- 
rlcular rules leave both teacher and pupil some degree of free- 
dom to determine the way in which their individual acts will 
be performed. The teacher develops strategies for influencing 
the pupil toward goal-stace attainment, and adapts these strat- 
egies in response to the pattern.^ of individual pupil acts. 
The pupil, deliberately or otherwise, torms strategies which 
guide his individual acts toward goal-attainment, and adapts 
these strategies in response to the patterns of individual 
teacher acts. 

It is important to recall that we are viewing education 
as a cooperative enterprise where both teacher(s) and pupils 
have subscribed, of their own volition, to the same currlcu- 
lar rules and goal-state. Both teacher strategies and pupil 
strategies, as well as their individual acta, must conform to 
the common rules. 

,•• -V 
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Of cour«o a given strategy is roasonablo only if its user 
believe.<=! tha^; , under the GXistinp; circumstances, imp] omen tat ion 
of that strate?gy will lead to achiovomGnt of certain ends. 
Moreover, within the professional context, .a teacher's strategy 
is justified only when it is imbedded within the rule component, 
of some claim that the teacher has reason to believe is valid. 
This sort of a claim will be called an instvuoHonal olaim. 

The Sivu ot ure and Fu nGtiqn of Ins truotional Claims 

The concept of insti^uotional claim is introduced at this 
point for two reasons. First, instructional claims are instru- 
mental to realisation of the various conditions imbedded v/ith.'n 
a curricular claim. Second, the concept of instructional claim 
is crucial to curricular claim validation. 

Both teacher and pupil subscribe to, and act under, a cur- 
ricular claim. But, only the teacher subscribes to, and acts 
under, an instructional claim. 

A generalized instructional claim might be represented in 
this way: 

Gji neva liiind Tnstpuqtiona I Claim 

Fop each pupil whera X satisfied aonditionn Ij 
l£ the teaahar (r, ) aatn under vulea Ts in relation 
to a sat of pupils of which X is a mamheV) 
then X will (prohablij ) attain goal^ state G, 

The oKtra-logical components of an instructional claim 
will bo called: instvuational goal-stato ^ inotpuotional rules. 
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and in(ytvuotiona.l qualifying aonditiono , Each of theso com- 
ponents wll.l be illustrated within the context of tho sample 
instructional claim displa-'od in Figure 2. 

The inatruatioyia'l goat-ntate can be articulated in the 
form of a set of concepts or sentences (inclusive sense of 
'or') which represent some desired state of affairs in refer- 
ence to the pupil. The instructional goal-state can be synon- 
omous to the curricular goal-state, logically or ethically nec- 
essary to attainment of tho curricular goal-state, or empiri- 
cally u.jeful to attainment of tho curricular goal-state. 

lYiGtruational 2^uten are represented as a set of rule- 
statements which determine each individual act that the teacher 
will perform in every acting-situat aon expected to occur. In- 
structional rules constitute a plan, or a set of procedures, 
formulated for the purpose of guiding teacher actions. The 
teacher is free to modify, or replace entirely, any set of in- 
structional rules under which he intends to act . However, 
neither the instructional rules nor consequent teacher acts 
may violate the curricular rules to which both teacher and 
pupil have subscr:'bed. Otherwise, realization of rationality 
would be thv/arted; and, empirical test of curricular claims 
could not be achieved. 

The in(rLr>UQ bional qualifijing conditions consist of a set 
of propoK:i t ions describing the existing state of a pupil. The 
pupil -state is described in reference to (a) the curricular 
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AN iLiunrmiVK instructionai cuim 



l(2)t X in dfUbcMtoly wire of, and cnn uiiUwc, cn'Jlblc HourcpH 
of both causiil ntut tvluolo);ioui vNpluiwttious of huui.tu bi*haviov« 

1(3] s X tiHR ndcqu.ttuly rvHolvvM) oi leant cue problem of Subset A) 



JJl tho tvai}hrv<(t) aof'if un4<iv thoeii vutco in vcf^vonoo to a pupit mthaot of u^Mah 

• « 

Tlljl Tli« tciicher (T) wJU |>roiioflo Umt tho pupU fiubstt, Includlnc .Y, 

OHSumu the rcfiponnibltiiy of idcittifyinv,i mid propotilng for resolu- 
tion, a probloQ of pvnctical concent lo cnch pupil of the mihtiott 
oitdf vlt&ro resolution of a conflict between an individual ond a 
* fitoup of organized imlividunls (i.e. orr«cini7.ation) is entailed, 

I.l tho responBiblViy in accopted by each pupil of tho subneti then 
V^vlU follow thc^Q rulcnt 

(a) ? viU initiato no moves roldtlvo to the problcfo idrnti** 
fieation« or eub&fiquont recolutioiti efforts of tho pupil 

, ftub&ett 

(b) On an> v^casion that any pupil, or pupllsi of tho nubsr^t 
claims thut (1) romo step or tttcpa toward idcntifieacion 

. , or resolution of a significant problem have bt)Cn adequately 

performed, or <2) the problem ban been adequately identified 
or resolvcdi then T will dcmnud iustlfication of the clnimi 
and, %t T porceivcA that the Justification in not adequate, 
then 9* will illuminate tho defect by tho Socratic method; 

(c) If any pupil, or pupils, of tho subset request* guidance as 
to vhdt (Doves to make or how to make them« ttien T will cith^ 

(1) suf.gcnt potimtially useful iufurmation sources, or 

(2) provide oxpJftnation or illustration in a manner that 
ttinimi?.os ayutttcsie by T and maximiaea aynthcsls by the pupil 
or pupils, 

T(3]s If tho pupil subset doca not accept the proposed responsibility! then 
T viU follow this rules 

Vlrat, f will act In a manner poverned by the curricular rules 
in attemptinp, to resolve the isuue} and, if that fails, theu T 
will enter tho diagoobi^i cxplatntion, rcncdiotion mode for 
identifying and ro&olving unanticipated claasroom problcma (un* 
dcr the curricular rules)*; 



than X lyfM (pi'^hnbly) attain this inntrnotioftat goaUstatot 



tho ability to apply credible probUMn-nolvitig principlea 
in ftume aituAtiona involving conflict bctv^ocn an Individ" 
ual and an organi?.ed group of individuals* 
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ruloH or curricular goal-stato, or (b) somo instruct ilonal {^oaX- 
stato contained within an instruct! jnal claim which is adequate? 
in vofercnco l;o the curricular claim (or claims), or (c) indi- 
vidual pupi:i Roal.s, slratosios, or assumptions' undnr which the 
pup.il act«, luKtructional qualify inn; conditions arc intva- 
currlcular whoreas curricular qualifying conditions are extva- 
ouppioular , 



VALIDA'J'IOl^ OF CimUICULAn CLAXt^B 



The C'onc'fpi: of yalidaiioyi 

Validation is the proce«y o.f making judKinonta of validity. 
Judgnionts of vn.l.idity arc jud,'.:niont« oi" sontoncas, find tlu?«o 
judiimonts a:ro Vjasod on roiations bcLweon .sentoncos. Wo aro,. 
oi" courso, intorcstcKl in making judfiinent.s of .s'ontoncoa of a 
typo that wo hav.e labeled ' curricular claims.' Wo may bo 
forood, indirectly, to bo concornod with judgments of the va- 
lidity of instructional claims as well, but this is not our 
primary focus on the present occasion. 

Judgments as to the validity of a sentence may be judr'- 
ments as to lorjiaal validity or judf^monts as to factual val- 
idity [ 5 ] . 

The principles of lo{p.c constitute grounds for deter- 
mining whether one sentence (i.e. "conclusion") is a conse- 
quence of another sentence or set of sentences (i.e. premises). 
If the relevant principles are realized, i.e. if tho conclu- 
sion is a justified deductive inference in reference to prior 
sentences, then the concludinf? sentence is judged to be logi- 
oally valid with respect to those premises. If, under the log- 
ical principles being applied, the conclusion is deinon.strably 
false, then tho concludinf; sentence is judg'od to be logically 
f'ontr'avatid. In otlier cases it may not be possible to make a 
jufftifiod judr;inf!nt on tho b;isis of loi-jical rules alone; in tliis 



event l.ho conc l.udinfi; sen I.'.oiu'.g 1ft Ingiaally indetevminate , 

Some aent.oncof! aro axlloA faatua'l ppoponitiona ( [9] , pp. 16-21) 
Factual propo.sitions ixve statementss that have some boariiHl' on 
empirical objects or events. Factual pi^oposltlons , .some oT 
which aro called 'hypotheses,' must bo jud.ye^d on tho baal« or 
their rolatlon with sentenceB which describe o])Korvat ions . 11' 
a factual proposJtion corresponds with the observation sen- 
tences, or observation rejorts, then that set of observation 
sentences is viewed as h^^.ving' confirmed the factual propo-yition 
to some degree. In this event, and in a very tentative sense, 
the proposition is judged to be faatually valid. If the set of 
observation sentences does not correspond with the factual prop- 
osition, then that proposition is disconfirmed to some degree; 
the factual proposition is then jud{,?ed tentatively to be faatu 
ally aontpavalid. In reference to observation sentences which 
do not fulfill certain semantical conditions, it may be impos- 
sible to make a justified judgment about the factual proposi- 
tion; in this case the proposition may be viewed as factually 
indetovminate in reference to those observation sentences. 

Carl Hempel, in Aspects of Sclent if ic I'lxplanat ion [ 7 ] 
has noted that the relation between an hypothesis and relevant 
observation sentences is a basically semantical relation. 
Hempel has illustrated this relation within the followinf? ex^- 
plicatioii of tho view of confirmation as a relation between 
sontonces : 



"It Is pos.sibl.G . . . to conatruo cc3n tirmatlon . . . 
as a relation be) two on two on ton com, ono cloKcivlb- 
:i. nil t h o .i v on o v :i. (\ o n c o , (; ho o 1 1 ) o i' o x p r o « « .1. n {i; 1; h e 
hypothohji-B , Thuw, ins toad of aayinu' that an 
object: a which is both a raven and black (or the 
fact of a boinK both a raven and black) coniirms 
tho hypothofsiiS tlmt all ravens arc black, wo may 
say that l:ho evidences-sentence, 'a a ravon, 
and a is black' coniirms the hypotliesis-son Lonco 

'All ravens are black.' \Vo shall adopt this 
conception oi confirmation as a relation between 
sentences for the i'ollowinj^ reasons; First, the 
evidence adduced in support or criticism of a 
scientific hypothesis is always expressed in sen- 
tences, which frequently have the character of 
observation reports; and second, it will prove 
very Jruitful to pursue the parallel ... between 
the concepts of aonfinnation and logioal aonoe" 
quenaci. And just as in the theory of the con- 
sequence relation, i.e. in deductive logic, the 
premises of which a given conclusion is a conse- 
quence are construed as sentences rather than as 
'facts,' so we propose to construe the data which 
confirm a given hypothesis as given in the form 
of sentences ( [7] ,pp, 21-22) . " 



Under the preceding perspectives, validation is construed 
as the process of making judgments as to the logical validity 
or factual validity (i.e. confirmation) of sentences. More- 
over, judgments of both kinds are made on the basis of rela- 
tions between sentences. 

We will build our methods for validating curricular claims 
on these conceptual foundations. 



ppinaipt ea of Cur>y>i autap Claim V at idatip n 



Validation of a curricular claim, as with any potentially 
significant hypothesis, is not merely a matter of articulating 
the conjecture and then immediately embarking on the mission of 
empirical data collection. At least, that sort of enterprise 
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is not likely to contributG voi-y much l:o tho lulviincornont of 
cithor theoruticai or praatical anpects of education. 

Curivlcular claiim validation, in tho sonKO uf^iod horo, on- 
tails muUin;.!; a wldo range of judgmentB ol' validity. Thoso in- 
clude judKMionts made bofore tho claim is invoked in predictive 
tostK oi its 1 actual validity. Such judj^^montK aro made in 
order to determine whether tho curricular claim warrant.s empir- 
ical trial in the ilrst place. Assuming that the curricular 
claim pas.se.-^? those various tests of its potential worth, it is 
then reasonable to submit it to empirical tests of it.s various 
predictive implications. 

Explication of these two crucial aspects of curricular 
claim validation is provided in the succeeding sections. First, 
wo will considor a priori aspects of curricular claim valida- 
tion; second, wo will consider a post&viovi aspects of curric- 
ular claim validation. A priori refers to those aspects of 
validation conducted prior to the decision as to whether pre- 
dictive tests of factual validity are warranted. A po&teriori 
refers to tho-se aspects of validation conducted consoquent to 
such a decision (assuming that decision is favorable to tho 
curricular claim). 

A Priori Acpocto of Curricutar Claim Validation 

Three different kinds of judgments should bo made prior 
to tho decision as to whether a proposed curricular claim 
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mori tf! ornpiii cal trial. Firat, .1ucl(j;montf5 mu.sl bo mudo iia to 
whoUior tho curi^iculai^ claim has arJoquato niGaninp;. Socoiul, 
.judP'OntK must be made a« to tho systemic import* of tho cur- 
ricuiar claim. Third, judgmonts muKt bo made au to tho poten- 
tial i'aetual validity of the ciirricular claim. All oC thoHO 
j 1 1 d [; m o n t b a r e r o d u c i Yj .1 o t o j u d grii e n t s o f. 1 o g .i ci a 1 v a J i d J. t y o r 
jud^ment.s oi' factual validity of sentences'. 

Ju rff/ in o n tf! o e a ping • 

Unlc^ss one is willing to expend hi« energies conduct inji; 

empirical tests of any claim whatever, even those that are inca 

pablo of interprotable empirical test, then there must exi.st 

some warranted conditions by which claims capable of interpret- 

able empirical test can be differentiated from claims that are 

not capable of interpret able empiri cal . test . 

Tho conditions of interpretable empirical test are, in 

fact, conditions of adequate meaning. These conditions include 

considerations of (a) the form of the claim, (b) the internal 

consistency of the various extra-logical components, and (c) 

the pos.^'ibility of instantiation of the extra-logical component 

The judgments to be made in reference to each of the fore- 

going considerations are, in fact, judgments that must be made 

on logical grounds alone. Moreover, as has already been noted, 

we are framing conditions of adequate moaning. Consequently, 

we will use the label togiaat aonditiouR of an adequate 

* The nation of * aijutamia import' hi bon-owod from Curl tlompol'i^ 

concept ol' ' t.yfstcwntic import n£ aciuntiric aonacptti' ( [8] /pp. 91-97) / 
and liberally ■ul-iptod to £it our own pc.rtipoativor, oi' Nyatom in education. 



our-i'ic.ulav claim to dunoto (;ho f o L low.i njf roqu:l romoiit.H : 

C[l]; Tho claim ifi synonornous with some Hontonce 
oj' tho Corin; • 

For aaah pupil X, whcvc X ful fills conclitionn C 
iXhoth tha tacu-hnvit)) and a v,eb of pup it a of 
which X in a >ucmboy\, ao b ' uyidev rulers h\, 
lihUl ^ ^-^'i'^''^ (p-pohably) ah tain goal -eta be S. 

C[2]: The sot of stateriuonts which constitutes each 

eKtra-logioal compoiienl- of the; claim (I.e. cny^ 
yiaular' goal'-Diato'. , aur^viculaf rulr^.8, and rui'- 
I'iaular qualifyincj aonditionc, ) is charactori/.od 
by logical consistency. 

C[3]: The set ot* statements which constitutes each 

extra- log'ical component of the claim is capa])lo 
in principle, of empirical test to determine 
whether its implications are realix.od. 



Assuming- that formulat:ion , realisation, and validation o.f 
curricular claims are fundamental aspects ol a professional 
cntor]:)rise (i.e. tho profession of teaching), then these actions 
are governed by the professional bases ([12]/ Part One). These 
professional bases include aims and functions (i.e. pragmatic 
base), credible concepts and principles (i.e. conceptual base), 
and value orientations and ethical norms (i.e. value base). 

The actions of a professional are governed by the profes- 
sional bases to which all members of that profession subscribe. 
Under this perspective, the form and substance of curricular 
claims, the manner of their realisation, and the methods of 
their validatioi must be determined and jud^',ed in reference to 
the pragmatic, conceptual, and value bases of the teaching 
pro revision . 
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IJndor the rorof-^o l nf.; pi-omi.soH, a curridii.l iir c];.i.in i .s .i.m- 
boddod in a cornprehonKi vo and cohnront pro rusK.i.onn 1 . .rvamcwork , 
and ;iw sy«1.cm:i cal.ly rolatod to all. other a.ypoct.s ol." that frame- 
work. There foro, a curricul.ar claim must bo judf^od on the 
bU.s.i.M of relations between scontencci.s contained in the cnrric- 
ul<'i.r claim and sontencerr-; which roproKont: tlie protessi onal bas-os, 
Uoru. specifically, the judp;ments oL' syRtomic import should in- 
clude at least; 

a. JiKUi;menl, as to the validity oi the curricular 
goal-.'.Uate in relorence to the educat.ional 
aims to which the profession i^3 committed. 

b. Judg'ment as to whether the curricular rules 
are permi.ssib] e in reference to the ethical 
norms of the profosaion. 

c. Judfiment, if the curricular claim is set forth 
aH a statement bolonfjing to a system of cur- 
ricular claims, to d(jtermine whether the pro- 
posed claim is systemically related to the 
other curricular claims of the system. 



AfD-siiminy thai, we are {i'overned by the conditions of ration- 
al action (that is, assuminfj; the obligation to act rationally 
is imbedded within the ethical postulates of our professional, 
value base), then two additional kinds of a priori judf-ymonts 
must be made. These are ^udcments as to whet.lier (a) there is 
g'ood rofuion to believe tiuit the curricular rules, if invoked, 
are likely to Irjad to goal-state attainment, and (b) there if, 
good reason to believe that the proposed curricular claim is 
lively to load to benefits not availnble under existing; 



currJcular claims. 

The procediru? considorations are t£ikon Into account by the 
followi ng important judgTiienta : 

a. Judgment as to the potential ef fect i vojioss of 
the couri:;e of action, defined by the curricular 
rules, in relation to ffoal-wtato attainment 

by pupils .satisfying the currJcular qualifying? 
conditions. 

b. Judgment as to whether the curriculor claim 
(or .system of curricular claJm.s) ha.s the poten- 
tial for substantive improvement of knowlodj'-e 
or practi cal bene! it in comparison with e.s- ^ 
tabli.shed, i.e. previously validated, curricular 
claims (or system.s of curricular claims). 

A Pootcptori Aspp-oto of Cuvr>iciulo.v Claim Validation 

^■^■■A'pjy j-g To siting Factual Validity 

Supporse that we have formulated a particular curricular 
claim, including precise articulation of the various statement 
Bots which constitute the curricular goal~.sta1:e, curricular 
rules, and curricular qualifying condition.^. Suppose al.so that 
the claim withstands all the foregoing a priori tests. It is 
then, and only then, reasonable to conduct empirical trials to 
detei^mine the claim's factual validity. 

Let the curricular claim to be tested bo the curricular 
claim set forth in Figure 1 of this paper. Let us al.so use the 
symbol C to denote that curricular claim. 

A number of thing.s must be accomplished in order to make 
a jn-stified judgment as to the factual validity of our curric- 
ular claim, C. (These views are borrowed from Carl G. Ilempol's 



Phi. In Sophy oJ" Nat lira J Sc. Lone, o ([Hj, pp. 6-25).) The; wo thln[.^s 
include: . , 

a, Idcnt i.;C':i Ci.tion of sif!;nif i oajit auxil.iai'y 
hypo thoHcs , A u /I v , . . . j A „ . 

b, Spoci.ri.ca l;:i.on of the tost implication, r, 
which 18 to bo judc';ecl fao tual ly valid, 
fantuattij oontpavr/li or fa.otuottij ividc'^ 
tevminui-e on the baRis of observation 
son lencos . 

c, Forniatiion of observation sontoncos on the 
bas'is oi sonna-data ( f 16] ^ pp. 7-16) ♦ 

d, Judgment of factual valid.i.ty of the test 
implication, on the basis of its rela- 
tions to the set of observat.ion sentences. 

e» Judgment of factual validity of the (more 
general ) curricular claim, 6^ taken in 
conjunction with auxiliary hypotheses 

Althou{>:h the curricular goal-state, curricular rules, and 
curricular qualifying conditions; have been specified in claim 
C, the claim 5Jtill contains variables. A particular pupil 
(i.e. the replacement for A'), a particular set of i}upils of 
which A is a member, and a particular tca.chor or f^et of teachers 
have not been specified in The curricular claim is suffi- 
cioitly general to be tested over a wide range of particular 
teacher and pupil sots» 

A test implication, or ^^statement describing the observ- 
able consequences to be expoctted , can be framed by merely 
plugging in particular pupil names and particular teacher names 
for the variables of claim It should l.)e noted that our 
oxfuviple represents the simplest of cases. The curricular claim 
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C niiRiU contain, in otlu^r ca,so«, hlghJy ab.sl.ract oxtra-1 oj-v i cji I 
components, whoroaK tho nxtra-locvical coniponon t.s of J mir;lit hv 
fvimoil in npre elementary terms. 

Formation of a test imp] i cation typically demands at loa.st 
tacit a««umption of certain premisf^s, or auxitiamj hupathencti , 
in add it. ion to tho liypotliertis beinp: tested. In our own case, 
:it is fru jtfnl to make explicit soino iiindamontal and tenuous 
auxiliary hypothoROs, upon which derivation of the to.s(: impli- 
cation I partially depends. These auxiliary hypothos'OK include. 

. Aj'. Each teacher and pupil, osten.sil:)ly acting 
under the curricular claim, has subscribed 
to the conditions of the curricular claim; 
and, has done so of lii.s own volition. 

Ap', lilach teacher's action is governed by instruc- 
tional ciaims, as v/ell as by curricular rules, 
and each instructional claim is consistent with 
the conditions of thv. curricular claim. 

Ay/. 'J'here is sound justification for tho belief 
that the set of instructional claims invoked, 
talren in conjunction with tho conditions of the 
curricular claim, is logically or empirically 
sufficient for pupil attainment of tho curricu- 
lar goal -state. 

It should be noted that empirical checks on the validity 
of each of the foregoinp; auxiliary hypotheses may bo well war- 
ranted, particularly where the expectation of a factually-valid 
curricular claim appears to be not supported by the evidence. 

Curricular claim C and auxiliary hypotheses A-^i /l^., and 
Ay^ now have become confounded within the intended empirical to.^ 
of C, The loiTic of the test can be displayed in the following 
way ( f 8 1 ,pp. 22 '2f3) : 



U C iH true, and /l^, A are all true, thc^n J is tvuo. 

/ is not true [i.e. I is Judyyod to bo factually contra- 
valid on the basitt oC its rolations 
with a sc?t of ob.servation sentences] 

C\ /Ip A. J, and 4 2 arc .••)t all true [i.e. thoy arc- not all 

factually valid] 

If the te.st implication J is judR'ed to be faotuatty 
oonU'ccvalid on the basis of obsjorvation .sentences whicli are 
themselves assumed to be factually valid, then the' inference is 
made that either C or some subset of the auxiliary hypotheses 
A^y A.,, Ay^ or both, is factually contravalid. As a practical 
procedure, such auxiliary hypotheses should be chocked during 
the coui-se of the empirical test period; first, because these 
hypotheses are very likely to bo factually contravalid and, 
second, because there is no other opportunity of determininjj 
their factual validity. Grounds for rejecting curricular claim 
C exist only when there is assa^-ance that each of the auxiliary 
hypotheses is valid, and aLso assurance that the ob.sorvation 
sentences are valid. 

?-?J!lflIi.^ll£!ll^^JiI?.^SLL?. .'^".^^f/J"!/ 3 Test Implication 

Rocall that test implication I, and curricular claim C 
as well, specifies a relation between some course of action, 
defined by a set of rules and taken in reference to an individ- 
ual pupil, and attainment of an intended goal-state by that 
individual pupil. This has important implications for the kinds 
of observation sentences that are relevant to a judgment of the 
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Tactiia:!. validity of to.st Implication 7, and couftcquont 1 y Cor 
a judK-mcnt or claim C, Tho jud-mont tliat I is f curt:, ally valid 
la warranted only if certain semantical rolatlons oxl.st bntwoon 
I and tho observation !:;on!:oncc;o . 

To tako ii simplo 1 lluritratlon , Kuppo^c the ciu-ricular r;oal- 
stato u'oro tlui "abl Lity of dutormlnlna' the- sum ol any two 
natural nimibor.s (i.e. 1,2.3....)." Tho lonowlnK empirical 
proposition, then, i.y containod within the curricular claim: 
"flndividual pupil] K will attain the ability of doterminin^.^ 
tlio sum of any two natural numbers." Upon replacement oi the 
variable X with a particular pupil, f^ay Tom JonoR, we have the 
L o.v t a b 1 e propos i t ion : 

Tom Jones will attain tho ability of determininq 
the. cum of any two natuval niimhavr.. 

The obr-iorvation sentence, *'Giv&n the question 'What is 
the own of 8 and 'A?', Tom Jonon reupondcd '.7.7 '3" in rolovant 
to a judgment to tho validity o:f the propofjitlon . The ob- 
aorvai-ion sentence is relevant because of It.s semantical rola- 
tlonr, with the proposition. First, tho .subject (i.e. Tom Jonos) 
of the obfiervatlon sentence al.su is the subject of the propo-- 
sition being tested. Second, tho test conditions and response 
condltion.s de.Mcrlbed by the ob.':;orvation sentence fulfill the 
pvodlcato concept, i.e. "determining* tiic sum of two natural 
numbers." of the proposition under a.sse.ssment . 

On the other hand, the observation sentence, "Given the. 
qucDiicn 'What ifj the uum of 0 and 3?', ?0 pcv cent of the third 
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gi'ada a'laoo of which- Tom Jonpo ia a member^ vnoporiuad '27',," 
obviourrily is not roloviinl; to a j\idp;niwnt aw to tho factual 
va.:i.id.l.ty oX tho propo»i.t:ion beinfj tested. The obscM^vation 
sontoiico is not relevant bocause its siubjoct, "70 per cont oi' 
the third ta'ado claws of which Tom Jones is a member, " i.s not 
cynononiouo v/ith tho fjubjoct of tho propositions boinp,' tow ted, 
tiaiiioly "Tom Jonos." Tho rjomajitical rolatiou required for 
reJevauco, in this case, is a sirnonymiUj valation. 

Althou{.i,h instructional claim validation will not be in- 
cluded u'ithln tho scope of the present paper, a brief note may 
be in order. 

The method of validating an instructional claim is essen- 
tially the same as that of validating a curricular claim. 
There are some puzzling aspects of instructional c]aim vali- 
dation, however, that will not be considorod in this paper. A 
swift overview of the more obvious aspects of In^structional 
claim validation is presented in the following paragraphs. 

First, the instructional claim must satlr:jfy certain logical 
conditions of adequacy to assure that the claim has sensible 
meaning. These conditions should entail judgments as to (a) 
form, (b) internal coherence, and (c) whether the claim is 
capable of empirical test. 

Second, an instructional claim should relate in particular 
ways to other aspects of the conceptual system of which it is a 



coinponunt. Tho rclal lons to bo oxaminod a.nd judged includo 
(a) rolationa between the instructional claim and other inslruc- 
t.ionaJ. clai.ma tormiilated uudor the samn sot of curricular 
ciaima, ■ (b) roIatiojiH betweon tho inytructional claim and tho 
Ks.'ve'rninj-v curricular claims, (c) relations botwoon tho instruc- 
tional claim and tho aims, logical and empirical principloK, 
and othical norms ol tho proIoHsion, and (d) rolations botwoon 
tho instructional claim and crodlble principles o.C tho rolovanr. 
theoretical or technological foundationw. 

Third, an instruct ional claim is an hypothosi«, and demands 
empirical tesC. The principles governino.- empirical tost ol' 
curricular claJms apply to factual validation of instructional 
claims as well. 

Since practical situations are likely to chaiiae quite 
rapidly, judp;monts as to tho factual validUy of an instruc- 
tional are likely to bo tenuous ones. This does not Imply that 
such judj'.ments should not be made, nor that the foregoing 
principles of validation do not apply. HowoA'er, one should 
temper tho confidence in his judgments according to the 
circumstances under whicli the .judg'ments are made. 
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IMPrjICATIOih'l 

It will )je 11 luminal. liifi' to viow tho various Implications 
of tho concopta and principles Introduced in this paper. These 
Implications will bo e>.plicatod in roferonce to (1) curriciilar 
and InsrLructlonal research, and (2) educational program forma- 
tion and evaluation. 

The constructions of this paper are tantamount to a re- 
construction of the very foundations of curricular and in- 
structional research. Significant aspects of the recon- 
structed framework include: 

(a) the concepts of curricular claim and instruc- 
tional claim, and the relationship between 
those concepts; 

(b) the concepts of logical validity and factual 
validity**; ♦ 

(c) logical conditions of an adequate curricular 
claim (it was implicitly assumed that parallel 
conditions of adequacy apply to instructional 
claims); 

(d) methods of logical validation of a curricular 
cJaim in reference to the pragmatic, conceptual, 
and value bases of the profession, and in refer- 
ence to other systemically related curricular 
claims (with the implicit assumption 'timt- simi- 
lar judgments should be made in reference to 
instructional claim validation); 



* An huii }joen rtotod provioualy, therw concaptts havo boon 
borrowed (liractlij from tho laiiguago of sciencf©/ particulaj: 
sourcaa hcivo hoeti cited, ** 



(e) methods of factual val.i.d(it.1.on of. a curr;l culiir 
clajm Jn a marinor g'ovornod by thu lo}>"ic oi: 
sciontinc hypothesis tostJnii; and, where this 
ontaiLs taking into account: 

(1) «ig"nlficant nuKiliary hypothosew, and 

(2) tho somantical relationfj that must 
GKiat between a tefit iniplicatiun and 
tho observation .sentences used an 
base« (;or its judgment . 

Rosoarohors who subscribo to the conceptual framowoi'k 
in which the.se enumerated aspects are imbedded will perceive 
their problem domain and go about their inquiries in quite 
different ways than heretofore. Adherents to the new per- 
spectives will (a) frame their hypotheses differently, (b) de- 
mand that their curricular and instructional hypotheses be 
systemicaily related within a professional context to which 
they have deliberately subscribed and under which their formu- 
lations arc justified, and (c) show little interest in iso- 
lated hypotheses devoid of well-defined extra-hypothesis 
context . 

Tho ways of evaluation of these adherents to the new 
perspectives will include (a) judgments of logical coherence 
both within and between hypotheses, (b) judgments as to the 
logical forms of their curricular and instructional structures, 
e.g. to determine whether they might be tautological or in- 
capable of meaningful empirical test for some other reasons, 
(c) judgments as to the potential contribution of a newly pro- 
posed hypothesis or system by comparison with established ones, 
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and (d) empirical teat under new and extended standards. 

RincG the roconr-itructod conceptual i'ratneworl< provides 
an implicit sot of criteria for di.st ina'uiwhin^;- relevant 
Irom non-relevant problem.^, attention will be tocuBod on 
sign 11 lean Lly d.irfereiit kinds of curricular and instruc- 
tional problemir;. 

For example, the formation and test of curricular claims 
v/hofjo qua3ify:lnj'" conditions are specified may be relevant; 
curricular claims that ignore qualifying conditions are not 
relevant. Systematic development of complex systems of 
curricular claims and instructional claims is relevant; 
formation and test of isolated instructional claims is not 
relevant. Empirical tost of a curricular claim that meets 
the lor-Lca] conditions of adequacy may be considered; empiri- 
cal tost of a claim not satisfying these conditions :>f ade- 
quacy cannot be conducted. 

Conceptual investigation into rule structures and the 
logic of teaching action is relevant and significant. Con- 
ceptual investigation in reference to formation of abstract 
modela for systems of curricular and instructional claims is 
important. Inquiry into tho logical aspects of goal-state 
representation is desirable. 

Since curricular and instructional claims are framed In 
rofercjnco to the aims and functions, value orientations and 
Gthicnl norms, and fundamental conceptual structures of tho 

ERIC 
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education prorcsHion , those professiouaJ. ba.«es in turn imposo 
constraints on tbc-j form and subfttanoo ol the claims. Advance- 
ment of cur^^icuiar and inKtruct ional rosoarch, conBOKjuent ly , 
in depcMulent in part on precise articulation oi' i'undamontal 
aspects o.r the prof o«Biona1 bases, and on substantive invest- 
ents toward their continuing dovelopnient . 

l2!E]:ijlQJ:i.9IL9.._Jji!l!. M^<^(^ '-'^on<^t Proo-/>o.m Fovmulation and I'-'vatu ati o n 

Under tJio rocsonstructed conceptual framework, an education^ 
al program is appropriately con«trued as a system of curricular 
claims. This view entails deliberate construction of qualify- 
ing conditions, goal-states, and sets of content and process 
rules. The various claims must satisfy the logical conditions 
of adequacy; this has the effect of demanding much greater pre- 
cision, coherence, and comprehensiveness than ordinai-ily char- 
acterizes educational program planning. Moreover, the relations 
among t)io various curricular claims must be well-defined (and 
justified as well). It is likely that the claims will sonietimes 
be cast as elements of a hierarcliical structure, but this is not 
a necessity. 

11valuat:ion of an educational program, then, is construed as 
validation of curr.icuhir claims, and must be conducted under the 
principles of curricular claim validation previously delineated. 
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A« in any hypoUiosis ioBt.i np; , moan in;-'; fu I empirical test will 
(jntaii prcciKo articulation oi Rif;n i..f icant auxiliary liypoth- 
OSO.S. and those imiMt bo valJdatecl a.s well as the eurricular 
claJni!:;. 

Cone I ] I did^jQ_SL^9J^.£B£.':^l~ 

We have introducod the conc.opts of eurricular claim and 
instructional claim, and outlined iundamonta.1 validatJ.on prin- 
ciples. The- conceptual framework wet forth applies ocjually 
wcai to both practical educational program construction and 
evaluation and curri cular/instructional research. 

Under the.se per.spect ives , reRearcher.'3 and teachers speak 
the .same lanp;uaf.':e , are concerned with buildinp; the same .sorts 
of .strucLures, and uti:i:i5^.e common principle.^ in their evalua- 
tio-.'..s. Althou^fn it ha.y not been mentioned previou.sly, these 
.same principles apply also to evaluation of pupil performance. 
If thc-se assertions are valid, a hi.vMv sif?nif leant f3implif^- 
cation of the world of education ha.s been achieved. Thiw simpli- 
ficatioji has been accomplished merely by ut.ili^Jng a more funda- 
mental languFi(,.;e, to which the formerly diBConnoctcd a.spect.-^ of 
the educationaJ entorprisije are reducible. 

The concepts and principles pre.sented here, in conjunction 
With the extended educational paradigm In which they are im~ 
bedded till, repre.sont a significantly different per.spoctivG 



of both curr:iculur/lnat.rucl;i.ona:i. re.soarch and toacluiu;; pruc;.- 
tico. It entiiUs quite difforont way?-? o.C planning;, dll'ter- 
ent criteria of evaluation, difforont judi-inontrs as to wl;iat 
probJoins aro rolovant and Hignif icjant , and domands connected- 
noKs and coniprohonsivoncKSfj to a deg'roo not previously po.-3&'i- 
bio. 

Strong po'lltloal, social, and oduoatJonal estab.l :i fcdiment 
foi-cos operate af?ainst any general realix,al:ion of the per- 
specl::ive.s outlined here, regardless of any merit they may 
have. NovertlioloKft, it is believed i.hat these perspectives 
will prove fertilo and challenging; to some of the most able 
and critical educationiKta and non-educationists. 

It i.s po.-.Kible that, in time, a distinct prof G?.s!3ional 
sector may develop under such a conceptual framework. If such 
an event were to occur, it ira believed that the masnitude and 
Importance of .vIk advances would bo startling'. 
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